The recent focus on 'pro-poor growth' led also to an intense debate on how exactly to define and to measure pro-poor growth. All suggested measures have in common that they are based on the anonymity axiom. Such a perspective may provide a very incomplete picture given that the common objective of most studies investigating the pro-poorness of growth is to test whether specific policy reforms where beneficial to the initially poor or not. I suggest a new concept of pro-poor growth which removes the anonymity axiom, and, using an illustration based on data from Indonesia and Peru, I check whether the assessment of pro-poor growth is different when an anonymous and a non anonymous approach to pro-poor growth is used. I also suggest an original decomposition of poverty changes over time which links both concepts. The results show that the choice of the approach has a drastic impact on the interpretation of the data.
(see e.g., [8, 16, 19] ). A key point in this debate is whether pro-poor growth should be defined in 'absolute' or 'relative' terms of poverty reduction. According to the absolute definition growth is considered as being pro-poor whenever the incomes of the poor increase. In contrast, the relative definition requires that the growth rate of income is higher among the poor than among the non-poor, i.e., inequality must decrease. However, all suggested measures, whether they use the absolute or the relative definition, have in common that they are based on the anonymity axiom, i.e., two distributions are treated as equally good if, after income is redistributed among households, the overall distribution is the same.
Such a perspective may provide a very incomplete picture. The common objective of most studies investigating the pro-poorness of growth is to test whether specific policy reforms were beneficial to the initially poor or not. More generally, to evaluate the effectiveness of reforms one would like to know who benefited or lost and how much. One may also want to know whether individuals under the poverty line before and after the reform are roughly the same, in which case poverty is rather a chronic state, or whether mobility among the poor is high so that poverty is rather a transient phenomenon. Issues of chronic poverty and income mobility received considerable attention in the past (see e.g., [10, 12] ), however so far they have not been considered in the framework of pro-poor growth.
The following example shows that these issues are of particular importance when assessing pro-poor growth. Take the simple case, where an income distribution observed in t can be divided into two equal sized groups: the 'poor' and the 'rich'. Let us further assume that between t and t + 1 the poor see their incomes increase to a level which is above the level of the initially rich in t and the rich see their incomes decrease to a level which corresponds exactly to the level of the initially poor in t. Looking only at marginal distributions we would judge such a growth pattern as not pro-poor, both, according to the absolute and the relative definition. However, looking at the group-specific trajectories, this growth pattern could be judged as being pro-poor. This very simple example illustrates that postulating anonymity, when assessing propoor growth, may result in misleading conclusions regarding the impact of a specific policy on the incomes of the initially poor. Obviously deciding whether such a growth process can be called pro-poor or not depends on the value judgements one might want to accept. Ravallion [20] pointed out that 'anti-globalizers' seem to focus more on the losers amongst the poor and those vulnerable to poverty, whereas 'globalizers' focus more on the aggregate income distribution. This may explain why both groups reach so different conclusions concerning the distributional consequences of trade liberalization. Moreover, the Millennium Development Goal One, which requires to halve poverty by half before 2015, clearly focuses on aggregate poverty.
The objective of this paper is therefore to suggest a new concept of pro-poor growth which does not rely on the anonymity axiom and to illustrate how an assessment of pro-poor growth may change, depending on whether this or the usual concept of pro-poor growth is used. The reminder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 recalls the usual concept of pro-poor growth which is based on the anonymity axiom. Section 3 presents the new concept. Section 4 suggests a decomposition which links both concepts. Section 5 gives an empirical illustration based on Indonesian and Peruvian data. Section 6 concludes.
